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3 .  研究方法













3 . 3   調査内容







































































1044208_川崎医療福祉学会誌21巻1号＋別冊_2校_村田 By IndCS3<P136>　 1044208_川崎医療福祉学会誌21巻1号＋別冊_2校_村田 By IndCS3<P137>　
訪問看護師による利用者を尊重した看護実践の評価 137
は，CFI（comparative fit index）ならびにRMSEA


























4 .  結果





































































20歳代 0 (0.0) 5 (2.0)
30歳代 4 (7.5) 60 (24.4)
40歳代 23 (43.4) 133 (54.1)
50歳以上 26 (49.1) 48 (19.5)
男性 2 (3.8) 1 (0.4)
女性 51 (96.2) 245 (99.6)
1年未満 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
1年以上3年未満 0 (0.0) 2 (0.8)
3年以上5年未満 1 (1.9) 7 (2.8)
5年以上10年未満 2 (3.8) 41 (16.7)
10年以上 50 (94.3) 196 (79.7)
1年未満 1 (1.9) 30 (12.2)
1年以上3年未満 4 (7.5) 47 (19.1)
3年以上5年未満 7 (13.2) 37 (15.0)
5年以上10年未満 14 (26.4) 85 (34.6)
10年以上 27 (50.9) 47 (19.1)
保健師 4 (7.5) 6 (2.4)
助産師 1 (1.9) 1 (0.4)
看護師 48 (90.6) 215 (87.4)
准看護師 0 (0.0) 24 (9.8)
24時間対応の正職員 48 (90.6) 105 (42.7)
日勤のみの正職員 5 (9.4) 36 (14.6)
パート 0 (0.0) 97 (39.4)
その他 0 (0.0) 7 (2.8)
無回答 0 (0.0) 1 (0.4)
20件未満 3 (5.7) 18 (7.3)
20件以上40件未満 15 (28.3) 57 (23.2)
40件以上60件未満 17 (32.1) 54 (22.0)
60件以上80件未満 13 (24.5) 64 (26.0)
80件以上 4 (7.5) 43 (17.5)



































12 (22.6) 34 (64.2) 7 (13.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
31 (12.6) 150 (61.0) 59 (24.0) 4 (1.6) 2 (0.8)
22 (41.5) 30 (56.6) 1 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
78 (31.7) 148 (60.2) 18 (7.3) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.8)
17 (32.1) 32 (60.4) 4 (7.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
57 (23.2) 139 (56.5) 48 (19.5) 2 (0.8) 1 (0.4)
6 (11.3) 35 (66.0) 12 (22.6) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
27 (11.0) 114 (46.3) 101 (41.1) 3 (1.2) 1 (0.4)
Ⅱ
17 (32.1) 34 (64.2) 2 (3.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
81 (32.9) 135 (54.9) 27 (11.0) 2 (0.8) 1 (0.4)
8 (15.1) 19 (35.8) 26 (49.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
34 (13.8) 85 (34.6) 111 (45.1) 14 (5.7) 2 (0.8)
22 (41.5) 26 (49.1) 5 (9.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
81 (32.9) 128 (52.0) 32 (13.0) 5 (2.0) 0 (0.0)
15 (28.3) 33 (62.3) 5 (9.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
86 (35.0) 134 (54.5) 24 (9.8) 2 (0.8) 0 (0.0)
Ⅲ
8 (15.1) 27 (50.9) 17 (32.1) 1 (1.9) 0 (0.0)
30 (12.2) 100 (40.7) 102 (41.5) 11 (4.5) 3 (1.2)
10 (18.9) 37 (69.8) 6 (11.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
45 (18.3) 133 (54.1) 65 (26.4) 2 (0.8) 1 (0.4)
16 (30.2) 29 (54.7) 8 (15.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
46 (18.7) 132 (53.7) 60 (24.4) 7 (2.8) 1 (0.4)
12 (22.6) 32 (60.4) 9 (17.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
55 (22.4) 134 (54.5) 47 (19.1) 9 (3.7) 1 (0.4)
Ⅳ
14 (26.4) 25 (47.2) 13 (24.5) 1 (1.9) 0 (0.0)
31 (12.6) 117 (47.6) 81 (32.9) 13 (5.3) 4 (1.6)
16 (30.2) 29 (54.7) 8 (15.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
65 (26.4) 115 (46.7) 54 (22.0) 12 (4.9) 0 (0.0)
12 (22.6) 29 (54.7) 12 (22.6) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
46 (18.7) 105 (42.7) 79 (32.1) 14 (5.7) 2 (0.8)
13 (24.5) 24 (45.3) 16 (30.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
45 (18.3) 82 (33.3) 92 (37.4) 21 (8.5) 6 (2.4)
Ⅴ
17 (32.1) 27 (50.9) 9 (17.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
69 (28.0) 113 (45.9) 58 (23.6) 4 (1.6) 2 (0.8)
3 (5.7) 21 (39.6) 26 (49.1) 1 (1.9) 2 (3.8)
14 (5.7) 88 (35.8) 126 (51.2) 15 (6.1) 3 (1.2)
9 (17.0) 20 (37.7) 21 (39.6) 1 (1.9) 2 (3.8)
25 (10.2) 88 (35.8) 112 (45.5) 19 (7.7) 2 (0.8)
Ⅵ
13 (24.5) 26 (49.1) 12 (22.6) 2 (3.8) 0 (0.0)
27 (11.0) 110 (44.7) 99 (40.2) 9 (3.7) 1 (0.4)
19 (35.8) 28 (52.8) 5 (9.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.9)
63 (25.6) 130 (52.8) 46 (18.7) 6 (2.4) 1 (0.4)
21 (39.6) 30 (56.6) 2 (3.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
71 (28.9) 134 (54.5) 38 (15.4) 2 (0.8) 1 (0.4)
Ⅶ
31 (58.5) 21 (39.6) 1 (1.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
128 (52.0) 97 (39.4) 18 (7.3) 2 (0.8) 1 (0.4)
16 (30.2) 29 (54.7) 7 (13.2) 1 (1.9) 0 (0.0)
70 (28.5) 113 (45.9) 57 (23.2) 5 (2.0) 1 (0.4)
26 (49.1) 25 (47.2) 2 (3.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
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Ⅰ 利用者の理解と信頼関係(4項目） 11.89 2.97 12.62 3.16 11.73 2.93 **
Ⅱ 利用者への支援(4項目） 12.19 3.05 12.45 3.11 12.13 3.03 n.s
Ⅲ 利用者への配慮(4項目） 11.43 2.86 12.08 3.02 11.29 2.82 *
Ⅳ 利用者主体の看護計画(4項目） 11.09 2.77 12.08 3.02 10.88 2.72 **
Ⅴ 看護実践の達成感（3項目） 7.90 2.63 8.19 2.73 7.84 2.61 n.s
Ⅵ 専門職としての自律性（3項目） 8.87 2.96 9.50 3.17 8.74 2.91 **
Ⅶ 看護師間の協働（3項目） 9.80 3.27 10.15 3.38 9.72 3.24 n.s



































 平均値 項目平均値 平均値
項目
平均値
Ⅰ 利用者の理解と信頼関係(4項目） 11.67 2.92 11.79 2.95 n.s
Ⅱ 利用者への支援(4項目） 12.09 3.02 12.17 3.04 n.s
Ⅲ 利用者への配慮(4項目） 11.38 2.84 11.17 2.79 n.s
Ⅳ 利用者主体の看護計画(4項目） 10.91 2.73 10.81 2.70 n.s
Ⅴ 看護実践の達成感（3項目） 7.74 2.58 7.98 2.66 n.s
Ⅵ 専門職としての自律性（3項目） 8.80 2.93 8.62 2.87 n.s
Ⅶ 看護師間の協働（3項目） 9.68 3.23 9.79 3.26 n.s


































 平均値 項目平均値 平均値
項目
平均値
Ⅰ 利用者の理解と信頼関係(4項目） 10.91 2.73 12.10 3.03 **
Ⅱ 利用者への支援(4項目） 11.48 2.87 12.43 3.11 **
Ⅲ 利用者への配慮(4項目） 10.71 2.68 11.56 2.89 **
Ⅳ 利用者主体の看護計画(4項目） 10.29 2.57 11.13 2.79 *
Ⅴ 看護実践の達成感（3項目） 7.69 2.56 7.91 2.64 n.s
Ⅵ 専門職としての自律性（3項目） 8.31 2.77 8.92 2.98 *
Ⅶ 看護師間の協働（3項目） 9.38 3.13 9.88 3.29 n.s









































5 .  考察








































































































































































  The purposes of this study were to develop a scale for evaluating visiting nurses’practice of client-centered care (care 
that respects the client), and to evaluate their actual nursing care practice, using the developed scale. Study subjects 
comprised 299 nurses working at home-visit nursing stations.
  For a scale to be used in evaluating visiting nurses’care practice, we developed a second-order factor model 
comprising seven factors and 25 items. We then analyzed the fitness of the data to the factor model, via confirmatory 
factor analysis. The comparative fit index (CFI) was 0.910; the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 
was 0.061. Both path coefficients were statistically significant, and the scale’s construct validity was deemed 
acceptable. Scale reliability was satisfactory (Cronbach’s alpha was 0.865 for the whole scale, 0.694 - 0.846 for each 
factor). Regarding visiting nurses’evaluation of their care practice, of the seven factors,“cooperation among nurses”
was rated highest tendency, and“sense of accomplishment from care activities”was rated lowest tendency. 
Comparison of evaluation scores between managers and staff nurses showed that manager scores were higher; 
comparison of evaluation scores between nurses with less than three years’home-visit nursing experience and those 
with 3 or more years of such experience showed that the nurses with 3 or more years of experience scored higher (p
＜0.05). Comparison between full-time nurses and part-time nurses disclosed no significant difference.
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